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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is made in response to applicant's amendment filed on 08/08/2005. 
Claims 21-42 are currently pending in the application. An action follows below: 

Priority 

2. Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority based on an application 
filed in Japan on 27 November 2000. It is noted, however, that applicant has not filed a certified 
copy of the 2000-359678 application as required by 35 U.S.C. 1 19(b). 

3. Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority based on an application 
filed in Japan on 16 October 2001 . It is noted, however, that applicant has not filed a certified 
copy of the 2001-318587 application as required by 35 U.S.C. 1 19(b). Acknowledgment is made 
of applicant's claim for foreign priority based on an application filed in Japan on 26 November 
2001. It is noted, however, that applicant has not filed a certified copy of the 2001-359390 
application as required by 35 U.S.C. 1 \9(b).Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 21, 23, 27-31, 33-36 and 38-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sato et al. (US 6,507,337 Bl) hereinafter Sato and further in view of Lanciano 
(US 4,329,620). 

In regard to claim 21, Sato discloses a glass touch panel comprising a pair of transparent 
substrates, a touch substrate and a display substrate. Each of the upper and lower substrates has 
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a transparent conductive film surface and is opposed to the other at the transparent conductive 
film surface. See column 1, lines 27-30, which discloses that the "surface of each substrate, that 
is facing the other substrate, is covered by a thin layer of indium/tin oxide as a transparent 
conductive layer. The lower transparent substrate is glass as disclosed in column 1, lines 26-27, 
"The display substrate is made of soda-lime or tempered glass". The display substrate is 
understood to be the lower substrate, and the touch substrate is understood to be the upper. The 
upper substrate, unlike the claimed invention, is made of polyethylene terephthalate, 
polycarbonate, or poly methacrylate resin that is transparent (see column 1, lines 23-24), instead 
of glass. In column 2, lines 43-49, Sato discloses that using glass as a substrate is well known 
but may make it "impossible to keep the glass from being broken when strong mechanical 
impact is given. . .The glass should be replaced with a transparent resin film, such as 
polycarbonate or polymethyl methacrylate, that is relatively thin and has a proper rigidity." It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the invention of Sato by using glass for the substrate. One would have been motivated to 
make such a change in order to have a simpler substrate without concern for mechanical impact, 
particularly in applications where the drawbacks of glass are not a concern or where simpler 
cheaper material is preferred. Accordingly, the difference between the modified touch panel of 
Sato and the invention of claim 21 is that Sato does not bond the two substrates with an adhesive 
in which fine particles having hygroscopic features are mixed, with the fine particles being of a 
material different than a material of the adhesive. 

However, Lanciano discloses an interposed adhesive layer (34) used to bond two glass 
substrates (18, 32) (see Fig. 1, col. 3, lines 20-24 and lines 58-63). Lanciano further teaches the 
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interposed adhesive layer (34) comprising a mixture of epoxy resin (corresponding to the 
claimed adhesive) and a hygroscopic curing agent (see abstract). Moreover, Lanciano 
hygroscopic curing agent inherently comprises hygroscopic particles. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to replace the Sato 
adhesive with an adhesive mixed with hygroscopic particles, as taught by Lanciano, because this 
would prevent moisture penetration which causes deterioration of the device (see col. 2, lines 42- 
57). 

In regard to claim 23, Lanciano further teaches the hygroscopic curing agent (i.e., the fine 
particles) mixed in the epoxy resin at a weight ration of 6% to 10% (see col. 2, lines 34-37). 

In regard to claim 27, Lanciano also teaches the adhesive comprises a thermosetting 
epoxy sealant (see col. 4, line 66 through col. 5, line 18). 

In regard to claim 28, Sato discloses in column 13, lines 56-58 that the "visible light 
transmittance at a wavelength of 550 nm is shown in the rightmost column of Table 3 for each of 
the films F5 to F10." Referring to Table 3, transmittance values of between 90.5% and 95.2% 
are disclosed. He further discloses in Table 2 that the transmittance or touch panels F3TP and 
F4TP are 90%. These values are greater than 85%. 

In regard to claim 29, Sato discloses, in column 5, lines 37-38, that a wide operating 
temperature ranged from -40°C to 100°C can be provided for the touch panel. This range of 
temperatures includes the temperature range of -30 to 65°C. In column 10, line 57, Sato further 
discloses the condition of a humidity of 90%, or 90% RH. 

In regard to claim 30, see rejection of claim 29. The wide operating temperature ranging 
from -40°C to 100°C includes the temperature range of -40°C to 85°C. It is understood that a 
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touch panel with such operating temperature characteristics would have equivalent storing 
temperature characteristics. Also, 90% RH is "95% RH or less." 

In regard to claim 33, Sato in view of Lanciano discloses a glass touch panel similar to 
that of the claimed invention. See rejection of claim 2 1 for similarities. Sato in view of 
Lanciano differs from that claimed in claim 33 in that the thickness of the two substrates in 
Sato's invention are not disclosed. However, these thicknesses are conventional and readily 
available. As evidence of this, see page 6 of the applicant's specification, first sentence 
underneath Table 1, stating, "Commercial products can be used for such glass having the above 
properties." The "above properties" include the thickness of the glass. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time to modify the invention of Sato in view of 
Lanciano by using glass of thickness specified in claim 33. One would have been motivated to 
make such a change in order to use glass that is already commercially available, and these 
thicknesses are typical of the glass used in those types of systems. 

In regard to claim 34, Sato discloses in column 3, lines 16-18, that the "transparent 
conductive layers are formed according to the vacuum film-thinning technique such as the 
sputtering method". It is understood that sputtering deposits vapor in a predetermined shape. 

In regard to claim 36, Sato discloses in Table 2 that the linearities for touch panels F2TP, 
F3TP and F4TP are 3.5% or less. 

In regard to claims 31,35, 38 and 39, Sato in view of Lanciano does not expressly teach a 
variety of touch panels tested under conditions, as presently recited in these claims. However, 
Official Notice is taken that both the concept and the advantages of utilizing a variety of touch 
panels tested under conditions, as presently claimed, in order to produce an optimal touch panel. 
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In regard to claim 40, Sato in view of Lanciano discloses a touch panel much like that of 
the claimed invention. See rejection of claim 21 for similarities. However, Sato does not 
disclose that the touch panel's transparent glass substrate is 2 to 20 inches. This size has no 
disclosed criticality according to the specification of the claimed invention. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make the 
transparent glass substrate of any size, for instance 2 to 20 inches. One would have been 
motivated to make such a change in order to have a touch panel that is of operable size and that 
is suitable for the application for which the panel is intended. 

In regard to claim 41, Sato in view of Lanciano discloses all the claimed limitation of this 
claim except that Lanciano does not expressly teach the material of hygroscopic or fine particles 
being silica, as presently claimed. However, Official Notice is taken that both the concept and 
the advantages of using the silica particle as the hygroscopic particle are well known and 
expected in the art. It would have been obvious to use the silica particle as the hygroscopic 
particle in the panel of Sato in view of the teaching in the Lanciano reference because the silica 
particle are know to exhibit high hygroscopic feature. 

7. Claims 22 and 42 are rejected. under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sato in 
view of Lanciano, and further in view of Iwanaga et al (US 2001/0030730 Al), hereinafter 
Iwanaga. 

As per claim 22, Sato in view of Lanciano discloses all the claimed limitations of claim 
22 except for a diameter of the fine particle being at most 50 |im as presently claimed. However, 
Iwanaga discloses a liquid crystal display on page 7, paragraph [0130] that "hygroscopic particle 
of polymer 5 are also printed on the periphery of the substrate 1 A to form a dampproof seal." In 
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paragraph [0024], Iwanaga further discloses that the "polymer particles may be in the form of 
fine particles and. . . may have an average diameter of 3 micrometers". It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the touch 
panel of Sato in view of Lanciano by using hygroscopic particles less than 50 \xm in diameter, or 
in particular, 3 jam in diameter, as in the invention of Iwanaga . One would have been motivated 
to make such a change in order to form a dampproof seal. 

As per claim 42, this claim is similar to a combination of claims 41, 22 and 23, this claim 
is therefore rejected for the same reasons as set forth in these claims. 
8. Claims 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sato in 
view of Lanciano, and further in view of Kojima et al. (JP 60-220318), hereinafter Kojima. 

In regard to claim 24, Sato in view of Lanciano discloses all the claimed limitations of 
this claim except that a silver electrode mixed with glass fibers is disposed at a predetermined 
position on an outer periphery of the transparent conductive film. However, as noting in Fig. 1 
and abstract, Kojima discloses that a silver electrode (silver paste 4) mixed with glass fibers (5) 
and disposed at a predetermined position on an outer periphery of the transparent conductive film 
(3) would prevent the defects of conduction in electrode transfer. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide the silver 
electrode mixed with glass fibers at a predetermined position on an outer periphery of the 
transparent conductive film, in the panel of Sato, in view of the teaching in the Kojima reference 
because this would prevent the defects of conduction in electrode transfer. 

In regard to claim 25, Kojima further teaches the glass fibers mixed in the silver electrode 
at a weight ratio about 1% to 10% (see abstract). 
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In regard to claim 26, Sato in View of Lanciano and Kojima discloses all the claimed 
limitations of this claim except for an electric resistivity of 5.0 x 10* 4 fim. However, Official 
Notice is taken that both the concept and the advantages of using a silver paste having an electric 
resistivity of 5.0 x 10 -4 Qm to provide good conductive bonding and bending resistance of the 
silver paste are well-known in the art. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the silver paste having an electric 
resistivity of 5.0 x 10" 4 Qm in order to provide good conductive bonding and bending resistance 
of the silver paste, thereby preventing the glass touch panel from damage. 
9. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sato in view of 
Lanciano, and further in view of Maeda et al. (US 6,310,614 Bl), hereinafter Maeda. 

In regard to claim 32, Sato further discloses in column 7, lines 2-7, and referring to figure 
1, that "dot-shaped spacers 30, for example, are provided on the surface of the conductive layer 
25 at regular distances, such as every few millimeters. The spacers 30 are made of light- 
hardening acrylic resin, and each spacer is about 10 |im in height and 10 jim to 50 jam in 
diameter". Hence the dot spacers are made of thermosetting resin, with a diameter from 20 to 
100 |im "Every few millimeters" is understood to be from 2 to 4 mm. Accordingly, Sato in view 
of Lanciano discloses all the claimed limitations except for the dot spacers of the touch panel do 
not have a height that is from 3 to 6 ^im. However, Maeda discloses in column 6, lines 13-17, 
and referring to figure 2, a touch panel, in which "dot spacers 6 have a height of about 5 microns, 
which is less than a height of a gap d between movable conductor layer 4 and fixed conductor 
layer 5. Dot spacers prevent accidental contact between movable conductor layer 4 and fixed 
conductor layer 5." It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
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was made to modify the height of the Sato spacer, in view of the teaching in the Maeda 
reference, because this would have a height less than the distance between the two panels, in 
order to prevent accidental contact between them. 

10. Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sato in view of 
Lanciano, and further in view of Tannas, Jr. 4,017,848. 

In regard to claim 37, Sato in view of Lanciano discloses all the claimed limitations 
except that the bounce by an ordinary finger operation is at most 10 msec. However, Tannas, Jr. 
discloses a bounce by a finger operation on the order of 10 milliseconds illustrates the high 
quality of switches (see col. 5, lines 6-12). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the glass panel of Sato such 
that a bounce by a finger operation oh the order of 10 milliseconds in order to obtain a high 
quality of the touch panel, as taught by Tannas, Jr. 

11. Claims 21, 23, and 27-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yokoyama et al. (JP 10-133817, please refer to a copy of English translation for the following 
rejection) hereinafter Yokoyama and further in view of Lanciano (US 4,329,620). 

In regard to claim 21, Yokoyama discloses a glass touch panel (see Fig. 2) comprising a 
first transparent glass substrate (la) having thereon a first transparent conductive film (2a); and a 
second transparent glass substrate (lb) having thereon a second transparent conductive film (2b) 
that opposes said first transparent conductive film (2b), wherein said first transparent glass 
substrate, as a touch input part, and said second transparent glass substrate are bonded to one 
another via an adhesive (5) mixed with glass fibers (see abstract). Accordingly, Yokoyama 
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discloses all the claimed limitations of claim 21 except for the adhesive mixed with fine particles 
having hygroscopic features, rather than mixed with glass fibers as taught by Yokoyama. 

However, Lanciano discloses an interposed adhesive layer (34) used to bond two glass 
substrates (18, 32) (see Fig. 1, col. 3, lines 20-24 and lines 58-63). Lanciano further teaches the 
interposed adhesive layer (34) comprising a mixture of epoxy resin (corresponding to the 
claimed adhesive) and a hygroscopic curing agent (see abstract). Moreover, Lanciano 
hygroscopic curing agent inherently comprises hygroscopic particles. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to replace the Sato 
adhesive mixed with glass fibers with the adhesive mixed with hygroscopic particles, as taught 
by Lanciano, because this would prevent moisture penetration which causes deterioration of the 
device (see col. 2, lines 42-57). 

In regard to claim 23, Lanciano further teaches the hygroscopic curing agent (i.e., the fine 
particles) mixed in the epoxy resin at a weight ration of 6% to 10% (see col. 2, lines 34-37). 

In regard to claim 27, Lanciano also teaches the adhesive comprises a thermosetting 
epoxy sealant (see col. 4, line 66 through col. 5, line 18). 

In regard to claims 28-40, all the limitations of these claims are read in Yokoyama 
reference. See paragraphs [0006] - [[0024] of the copy of English translation. 

In regard to claim 41, Sato in view of Lanciano discloses all the claimed limitation of this 
claim except that Lanciano does not expressly teach the material of hygroscopic or fine particles 
being silica, as presently claimed. However, Official Notice is taken that both the concept and 
the advantages of using the silica particle as the hygroscopic particle are well-known and 
expected in the art. It would have been obvious to use the silica particle as the hygroscopic 
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particle in the glass touch panel of Yokoyama in view of the teaching in the Lanciano reference 
because the silica particle are know to exhibit high hygroscopic feature. 

12. Claims 22 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yokoyama in view of Lanciano, and further in view of Iwanaga et al (US 2001/0030730 Al), 
hereinafter Iwanaga. 

As per claim 22, Yokoyama in view of Lanciano discloses all the claimed limitations of 
claim 22 except for a diameter of the fine particle being at most 50 |im as presently claimed. 
However, Iwanaga discloses a liquid crystal display on page 7, paragraph [0130] that 
"hygroscopic particle of polymer 5 are also printed on the periphery of the substrate 1A to form a 
dampproof seal." In paragraph [0024], Iwanaga further discloses that the "polymer particles may 
be in the form of fine particles and. . .may have an average diameter of 3 micrometers". It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the glass touch panel of Yokoyama in view of Lanciano by using hygroscopic particles 
less than 50 (im. in diameter, or in particular, 3 [im in diameter, as in the invention of Iwanaga . 
One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make such a change in order to 
form a dampproof seal. 

As per claim 42, this claim is similar to a combination of claims 41, 22, and 23, this claim 
is therefore rejected for the same reasons as set forth in these claims. 

13. Claims 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yokoyama 
in view of Lanciano, and further in view of Kojima et al. (JP 60-220318), hereinafter Kojima. 

In regard to claim 24, Yokoyama in view of Lanciano discloses all the claimed 
limitations of this claim except that a silver electrode mixed with glass fibers is disposed at a 
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predetermined position on an outer periphery of the transparent conductive film. However, as 
noting in Fig. 1 and abstract, Kojima discloses that a silver electrode (silver paste 4) mixed with 
glass fibers (5) and disposed at a predetermined position on an outer periphery of the transparent 
conductive film (3) would prevent the defects of conduction in electrode transfer. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
provide the silver electrode mixed with glass fibers at a predetermined position on an outer 
periphery of the transparent conductive film, in the glass touch panel of Yokoyama, in view of 
the teaching in the Kojima reference, because this would prevent the defects of conduction in 
electrode transfer, as taught by Kojima. 

In regard to claim 25, Kojima further teaches the glass fibers mixed in the silver electrode 
at a weight ratio about 1% to 10% (see abstract). 

In regard to claim 26, Yokoyama in view of Lanciano and Kojima discloses all the 
claimed limitations of this claim except for the silver paste' s electric resistivity of 5.0 x 10* 4 
Qm However, Official Notice is taken that both the concept and the advantages of using a silver 
paste having an electric resistivity of 5.0 x 10" 4 Qmto provide good conductive bonding and 
bending resistance of the silver paste are well-known in the art. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the silver 
paste having an electric resistivity of 5.0 x 10 -4 Dm in order to provide good conductive bonding 
and bending resistance of the silver paste, thereby preventing the glass touch panel from damage. 

Response to Arguments 
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14. Applicant's arguments, see pages 6-8, of the amendment filed on 08/08/2005, with 
respect to independent claim 21 and dependent claims 22, 23, and 42, have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection above. 

Conclusion 

15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jimmy H. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-7675. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bipin Shalwala can be reached at 571-272-7681. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




JHN Jimmy H. Nguyen 

February 17, 2006 Primary Examiner 
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